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Egyptian Men Working Abroad: 
Labor Supply Responses by the Women Left Behind
* 
 
Female labor force participation has remained low in Egypt. This paper examines whether 
male international migration provides a leeway for women to enter the labor market and/or to 
increase their labor supply. In line with previous studies, we find a decrease in wage work in 
both rural and urban areas. However, women living in rural areas and affected by migration 
are much more likely to be employed in non-wage activities (i.e. unpaid family work) and 
subsistence work compared to women in non-migrant households. Furthermore, we find 
evidence that this labor supply response is driven by the household’s need to replace the 
migrant’s labor rather than by a loosening of a financing constraint on family enterprises 
made possible by the flow of remittances. 
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Migration  from  Egypt  has  been  largely  male‐dominated  and  of  a  temporary  nature.  Egyptian  men, 
particularly from the rural areas, migrate typically prior to, or soon after marriage, so as to raise the 
capital needed for marriage, to secure a certain standard of living for their family, or to start or expand a 





























be  linked  to  migration.  We  also  analyze  the  impact  of  migration  on  the  number  of  hours  worked, 




























professionals  and  higher‐ranking  administrators  (Taylor,  1984;  KandilMetwally1992).  This  form  of 

































with  migration  (Adams,  1986;  Taylor,  1984).  Traditionally,  women  have  been  responsible  for  raising 
livestock, and partly for selling goods on the market. Besides these tasks, however, women have been 
very much confined to the household and of taking care of the domestic chores. Taylor (1984) notes that 







































 Migration  Remittance  income 





       
Wage work  + / 0 / −  − / 0  0 / − 
Non-wage/subsistence work  0 / +  0 / −  + 





































































  Mean (std. dev)  Mean (std. dev)  Mean (std. dev)  Mean (std. dev) 
         
























































N 3223  204  4732  157 
         
* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 
Notes: P-values refer to tests of differences of means between non-migrant household and migrant households. 


























  Rural areas  Urban areas 
     
Prominent countries of destination: (N=201)  (N=155) 
Saudi Arabia  37.54  35.89 
Jordan 22.02  4.76*** 
Libya 14.02  11.02 
Kuwait 11.30  15.75 
Emirates 9.41  15.98 
Qatar 0.43  4.02 
     
Educational Attainment:  (N=203)  (N=155) 
No educational degree  29.17  10.90*** 
Primary or preparatory degree  13.61  14.16 
Secondary degree  40.43  26.25*** 
Above secondary degree  16.79  48.69*** 
     
Occupation: (N=193)  (N=143) 
Professionals 13.47  44.00*** 
Sales and Services  13.11  18.30 
Agriculture 16.28  1.47*** 
Production 57.14  36.23*** 
     
Sector of employment:  (N=203)  (N=149) 
Private sector  95.42  86.97*** 
    
* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 
Notes: Summary statistics are based on the first-listed current international migrant. 
P-values refer to tests of differences of means between households residing in rural 
and urban areas. Data are weighted. 
 
Employment‐related  questions  refer  to  the  main  job  in  the  three  months  prior  to  the  interview.  In 
addition to analyzing the effect of migration on women’s overall market labor force participation, we 






























To  estimate  the  effect  of  male  international  migration  on  the  labor  supply  behavior  of  women  left 
































parametric  non‐IV  estimates,  and  parametric  and  non‐parametric  IV  estimates.  The  maintained 
assumption in the non‐IV estimates is that selection into migration depends only on observables. The 





Subsistence  work  involves  the  production  and  processing  of  primary  goods  for  the  purpose  of  household 
consumption. This includes activities like raising animals or livestock for their milk, eggs, or meat, grinding grain, 




















parametric  IV  estimator  is  an  estimator  proposed  by  Frölich  (2007)  that  allows  for  controlling  for 
covariates  in  non‐parametric  IV  models.  This  is  necessary  when  the  validity  of  the  instrument  is 
conditional on covariates, which is the case here (see discussion of identification strategy below).  While 
Frölich’s estimator requires the same exclusion and monotonicity assumptions of other IV approaches, it 
makes  much  weaker  assumptions  on  the  functional  form.  The  approach  is  developed  for  binary 
endogenous treatments and binary instruments, but can be generalized to non‐binary treatments and 
non‐binary  instruments.  In  our  case,  the  endogenous  treatment  is  binary  (migrant  or  non‐migrant 
household) but the instrument (the proportion of adult male migrants in the community) is continuous.  
In this situation, Frölich proposes creating a new binary instrument by setting it equal to zero for the 












the  means  of  covariates  across  the  treatment  and  matched  controls  reveal  that  matching  achieved  covariate 
balance. The tests are shown in Appendix Table A.7. All treatment and control observations are on the common 
support and are therefore used in the matching. 








Both  the  parametric  and  non‐parametric  IV  approaches  require  the  existence  of  at  least  one 
instrumental variable that affects the migration decision but does not affect the women’s labor supply 






















































































  Mean  Std. dev.  Mean  Std. dev.  Mean  Std. dev.  Mean  Std. dev. 
               
Outcome variables:                
Market labor force participation  0.32  0.47 0.39** 0.49 0.34 0.47  0.29  0.45 
Wage and salary work  0.10  0.30  0.05***  0.21 0.23 0.42  0.14***  0.35 
Non-wage work  0.16  0.37  0.24***  0.43 0.04 0.20  0.03  0.16 
Subsistence work  0.49  0.50  0.57** 0.50 0.07 0.26  0.08  0.27 
               
Hours worked – market work  9.39  17.86 8.56 15.22  11.71  20.72  6.45***  15.17 
Hours worked – wage work  3.98  12.68 1.79***  8.57  10.00 19.30 5.56*** 13.88 
Hours worked – non-wage work  5.39  14.13 6.77 13.51  1.70  9.49 0.89 6.89 
Hours worked – subsistence work  5.34  8.54 6.71** 9.20 0.57 2.83  0.77  3.45 
               
Individual-level characteristics:               
Age 31  8  30*  8  32  9  32  9 
No educational degree  0.52  0.50  0.48  0.50 0.21 0.41  0.21  0.41 
Primary or preparatory degree  0.10  0.30  0.09  0.29 0.13 0.33  0.12  0.32 
Secondary degree  0.28  0.45  0.35** 0.48 0.32 0.47  0.28  0.45 
University degree  0.10  0.30  0.09  0.28 0.34 0.47  0.41  0.49 
Ever-married 0.86  0.35  0.84  0.37 0.77 0.42  0.79  0.41 
               
Household-level characteristics:               
Nr of children aged 0-5  1.02  1.09  1.35***  1.29 0.63 0.82  0.70  0.91 
Nr of children aged 6-14  1.05  1.20  1.08  1.36 0.65 0.94  0.74  0.99 
Presence of elderly  0.16  0.36  0.27***  0.45 0.12 0.33 .20** 0.40 
Average monthly non-labor income (in L.E.)  27.88 203.95  19.22  84.31  40.42  207.20  29.81  135.78 
               
Community-level characteristics:               
Share of men with secondary degree  0.36  0.08  0.37*  0.08 0.38 0.06  0.38  0.06 
Share of men with above secondary degree  0.12  0.05 0.11** 0.04 0.27 0.13  0.26  0.15 
Share of men working in the private sector  0.73  0.13  0.74  0.13 0.64 0.09  0.64  0.08 
Share of men working in agriculture  0.40  0.19 0.43** 0.16 0.05 0.09 .09*** 0.12 
Share of men unemployed  0.07  0.05  0.08** 0.05 0.10 0.03  0.10  0.03 
N 3166  232  4114  144 
               
Share of male migrants (IV)  0.02  0.02  0.04***  0.03 0.01 0.01  0.02***  0.01 
N 3102  228  3998  142 
            
* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 
Notes: P-values refer to tests of differences of means between women living in non-migrant household and in migrant households. Hours 






















male  household  member.  The  increase  in  non‐wage  and  subsistence  work  more  than  offsets  the 
decrease in wage work. On average, women who live in a migrant household are about 10 percentage 
points more likely to perform non‐wage market work (mostly as unpaid family workers) and about 8 










predicted  to  significantly  increase  a  woman’s  likelihood  to  work  unpaid  for  the  family  by  41  to  68 
percentage  points  in  households  whose  migration  status  is  likely  to  change  due  to  changes  in  the 
instrument.  The result is fairly consistent across parametric and non‐parametric IV methodologies. The 
Wald test of exogeneity reveals that the IV estimates in column 3 are statistically significantly different 





male  household  member  are  four  times  as  likely  to  work  unpaid  for  the  family  compared  to  their 
counterparts. The change in the size of the effect reveals that the migration decision and non‐wage work 
are negatively correlated, i.e. women living in migrant households are initially less likely to be working 






   Rural sample  Urban sample 
  Non-IV   IV    Non-IV   IV 
 (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)    (5)  (6)  (7)  (8) 
            













                  
Any market work  0.057  0.073**  0.600*** 
+  0.620**   -0.024*  -0.064*  0.075  0.758 
 (0.038)  (0.034)  (0.220)  (0.247)   (0.014)  (0.039)  (0.498)  (1.497) 
              
Wage work  -0.008**  -0.047***  -0.011  0.54   -0.007**  -0.075** -0.014  -1.035 
 (0.003)  (0.016)  (0.008)  (0.159)   (0.003)  (0.031)  (0.009)  (1.275) 
              
Non-wage work  0.113** 0.092***  0.679*** 
+  0.412**  -0.039**  -0.024*  0.173  0.859 
 (0.045)  (0.030)  (0.185)  (0.207)   (0.017)  (0.014)  (1.208)  (0.650) 
              
Subsistence work  0.082** 0.086**  0.115  -0.114  -0.036*  -0.005 0.792***
+++  2.035** 
   (0.044)  (0.034)  (0.321)  (0.250)   (0.019)  (0.027)  (0.069)  (1.003) 
                  













                  
Any market work  0.755  0.053  12.291  6.918   -3.121***  -4.767*** -8.186  13.749 
 (1.204)  (1.096)  (15.915)  (8.602)   (0.899)  (1.360)  (9.670)  (62.930) 
                  
Wage work  -1.982**  -2.035***  -5.816*  2.717   -1.828**  -4.002*** -7.825  -60.012 
 (1.007)  (0.607)  (3.396)  (5.178)   (0.717)  (1.206)  (5.124)  (57.902) 
                  
Non-wage work  3.356**  2.103**  27.078  4.202   -4.871**  -0.743  1.387  73.761*** 
 (1.376)  (0.981)  (25.697)  (7.418)   (2.406)  (0.710)  (54.263)  (14.142) 
                  
Subsistence work  1.097** 1.478**  5.069  -2.431  -0.492  0.179  87.310
++  25.287* 
 (0.502)  (0.662)  (5.269)  (4.999)   (0.321)  (0.370)  (57.556)  (13.043) 
                  
N 3,440  3,372  3,372  1,170   4,272  4,153  4,153  1,359 
* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01         
+ p<0.10, 
++ p<0.05, 
+++ p<0.01 refers to the Wald test of exogeneity. 
1 Marginal effects are reported with robust standard errors in parentheses.  Marginal effects refer to a woman with average 
characteristics, married and having no educational degree. The results from the first-stage regressions and the main regressions are 
provided in the appendix in Tables A.1-A.5. 
2 PSM= Propensity Score Matching. Kernel method with Epanechnikov kernel function. Average treatment effect on the treated is 
reported. Standard errors do not take into account that propensity score is estimated. 
3 Estimator suggested in Frölich (2007). Lower cutoff of IV is set at the 10th percentile and upper cutoff is set at 75th percentile. 

































urban  areas.  Acosta  (2006)  finds  for  El‐Salvador  a  significant  negative  effect  on  female  labor  force 










In  the  following,  we  confine  our  analysis  to  women  living  in  rural  areas.  So  far  we  have  looked  at 
migration irrespective of the receipt of remittances by the household left behind. A decrease in wage 
work  in  response  to  migration  is  generally  explained  by  the  fact  that  migration  comes  along  with 
remittance income, leading to an increase in the reservation wage of those left behind. What about an 
increase in non‐wage and subsistence work? This could be driven simply by the need to replace the 
migrant’s  labor  and/or  income  but  also  by  a  productive  use  of  remittance  flows  (see  our  earlier 
discussion  in  section  3).  We  aim  to  shed  more  light  on  this  question  by  comparing  rural  migrant 





































 Migrant  households 




  Mean (std. dev)  Mean (std. dev) 
     




























N 132  72 
* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 
Notes: P-values refer to tests of differences of means between non-migrant 














































   (a) Migrant households that received remittances 
over the past 12 months 
  (b) Migrant households that did not receive any 
remittances over the past 12 months 
  Non-IV   IV    Non-IV   IV 
 (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)    (5)  (6)  (7)  (8) 
            













                  
Any market work  0.026 0.043  0.673***
+  0.837**    0.132** 0.156***  0.766***
+  3.78*** 
 (0.043)  (0.041)  (0.192)  (0.378)   (0.062)  (0.056)  (0.046)  (0.754) 
             
Wage work  -0.007  -0.043**  -0.010  0.130   -0.009***  -0.057***  -0.014  0.016 
 (0.004)  (0.019)  (0.010)  (0.234)   (0.003)  (0.022)  (0.011)  (0.492) 
             
Non-wage work  0.066  0.053  0.731***  0.481    0.211*** 0.184***  0.768***
++  3.205*** 
 (0.049)  (0.035)  (0.148)  (0.314)   (0.073)  (0.054)  (0.054)  (0.601) 
             
Subsistence work  0.039  0.047  0.091  -0.183   0.175***  0.171***  0.349  -0.057 
   (0.049)  (0.042)  (0.434)  (0.378)   (0.048)  (0.054)  (0.485)  (0.807) 
        
 
      









2   Non-Para-
metric IV
3 
                  
Any market work    -0.492     -1.270    14.256    7.053       3.420*    2.701    55.045** 
   (1.316)     (1.220)  (21.401)    (13.300)     (1.790)     (1.980)    (26.789) 
                
Wage work    -1.642     -1.836**    -6.083    5.983      -2.776**   -2.662***    -6.154 
   (1.306)     (0.767)   (4.175)    (7.993)     (1.169)     (0.787)    (17.710) 
                
Non-wage work  1.661  0.580  33.637 1.070    6.856***  5.383***    61.199*** 
   (1.588)     (1.034)  (37.399)    (11.469)     (2.253)     (1.903)    (21.699) 
                
Subsistence work     0.472     0.792     5.368    6.55       2.470***  1.162    13.007 
   (0.539)     (0.772)   (7.315)    (7.617)     (0.741)     (1.172)     (13.807) 
 
                
N 3,359  3,291  3,291  1,149   3,284  3,220      1,281 
* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01         
+ p<0.10, 
++ p<0.05, 
+++ p<0.01 refers to the Wald test of exogeneity. 
1 Marginal effects are reported with robust standard errors in parentheses.  Marginal effects refer to a woman with average 
characteristics, married and having no educational degree. The results from the first-stage regressions are provided in the appendix in 
Table A.1. 
2 PSM= Propensity Score Matching. Kernel method with Epanechnikov kernel function. Average treatment effect on the treated is 
reported. Standard errors do not take into account that propensity score is estimated. 
3 Estimator suggested in Frölich (2007). Lower cutoff of IV is set at the 10th percentile and upper cutoff is set at 75th percentile. 

















 Non-IV    IV 
 (1)  (2)  (3)  (4) 
      







        
Any market work     0.076     0.090     0.757***
++  3.080*** 






Wage work    -0.008     -0.035     0.112     -0.155 






Non-wage work     0.085     0.067     0.776***  1.763** 






Subsistence work    -0.010     -0.024    -0.235     -1.304 
    (0.055)     (0.060)   (0.744)     (1.023) 
        







        
Any market work    -0.190     -0.700    68.700     61.885* 






Wage work    -1.212     -1.714*     0.039     32.700 






Non-wage work     2.578     1.034   106.358     29.185 






Subsistence work    -0.290     -0.523     8.950     -9.683 
   (0.564)     (1.078)  (14.616)     (19.755) 
 
    
N 2,592  2,535  2,535  847 
* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 
+ p<0.10, 
++ p<0.05, 
+++ p<0.01 refers to the Wald test of exogeneity. 
1 Marginal effects are reported with robust standard errors in parentheses.  Marginal effects 
refer to a woman with average characteristics, married and having no educational degree. 
The results from the first-stage regressions are provided in the appendix in Table A.1. 
2 PSM= Propensity Score Matching. Kernel method with Epanechnikov kernel function. 
Average treatment effect on the treated is reported. Standard errors do not take into account 
that propensity score is estimated. 
3 Estimator suggested in Frölich (2007). Lower cutoff of IV is set at the 10th percentile and 





















matching  method  where  a  number  of  technologies  are  available  to  achieve  the  matching  between 
“treatment”  and  control  observations.  Our  base  estimate  is  based  on  kernel  matching  using  the 
Epanechnikov  kernel  function,  which  is  becoming  fairly  standard  in  the  matching  literature.  As 





































































likely  to  be  households  where  the  migrant  is  already  married.  In  these  cases,  the  compensation  to 
household members left behind is no longer deferred and migration becomes a strategy to contribute 
directly to current household welfare. Thus, in order to understand the mechanisms through which 
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 Women  sample  Wives 
sample 
   (Table 5)  (Table 7a)  (Table 7b)  (Table 8) 
 Rural  Urban  Rural  Rural  Rural 
          
Individual-level characteristics:          
Age           -0.009*  0.000  -0.006  -0.004  -0.003 
              (0.005)  (0.003)  (0.004)  (0.004)  (0.004) 
Age squared          0.000**  -0.000  0.000  0.000  0.000 
              (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000) 
Primary or preparatory degree  0.004  0.011  0.001  0.002  0.006 
 (0.016)  (0.010)  (0.012)  (0.012)  (0.010) 
Secondary degree  0.026*  0.005  0.023*  0.004  0.024** 
 (0.014)  (0.008)  (0.012)  (0.007)  (0.010) 
University degree  0.012  0.020**  0.013  -0.002  0.012 
              (0.019)  (0.008)  (0.018)  (0.010)  (0.021) 
Ever-married -0.007  0.007  0.000  -0.008   
              (0.016)  (0.008)  (0.012)  (0.012)   
Household-level characteristics:          
Nr of children aged 0-5  0.018**  0.002  0.016**  0.003  0.002 
              (0.008)  (0.005)  (0.007)  (0.004)  (0.004) 
Nr of children aged 6-14  0.001  0.002  -0.002  0.003  -0.002 
              (0.006)  (0.004)  (0.004)  (0.005)  (0.004) 
Presence of elderly  0.044**  0.025**  0.032  0.017  0.007 
              (0.022)  (0.013)  (0.022)  (0.013)  (0.013) 
Average monthly non-labor income (in L.E.) -0.000 -0.000*  -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 
              (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000) 
Community-level characteristics:          
Share of men with secondary degree  0.063  -0.039  0.009  0.057  0.011 
              (0.085)  (0.066)  (0.063)  (0.049)  (0.071) 
Share of men with above secondary degree -0.229  -0.019  -0.107  -0.137*  -0.133 
              (0.148)  (0.040)  (0.123)  (0.075)  (0.088) 
Share of men working in the private sector  0.012  0.064  -0.013  0.029  -0.030 
              (0.094)  (0.052)  (0.077)  (0.044)  (0.057) 
Share of men working in agriculture  0.008  0.125***  -0.004  0.014  0.007 
              (0.044)  (0.042)  (0.037)  (0.017)  (0.030) 
Share of men unemployed  0.270  0.278**  0.157  0.142  0.128 
              (0.199)  (0.112)  (0.149)  (0.125)  (0.102) 
IV: Share of male migrants   2.057***  1.480***  1.628***  0.646***  0.938*** 
              (0.268)  (0.460)  (0.228)  (0.157)  (0.219) 
Constant         0.115  -0.065  0.087  0.036  0.084 
              (0.120)  (0.076)  (0.098)  (0.069)  (0.097) 
          
p             0.000  0.000  0.000  0.000  0.000 
N             3,372  4,153  3,291  3,220  2,535 
          
F-statistic on the excluded instrument  59.10  10.36  51.06  16.80  18.30 
P-value 0.0000  0.0013  0.0000  0.0000  0.0000 
          
* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01       
















        
Migrant household
1   -2.327**  -0.622  -3.032**  -0.286 
              (1.056)  (1.104)  (1.313)  (1.108) 
Individual-level characteristics:       
Age           1.683**  -0.635  1.994**  0.303 
              (0.772)  (0.808)  (0.846)  (0.889) 
Age squared          0.099***  0.248***  0.003  -0.016 
              (0.028)  (0.046)  (0.033)  (0.031) 
Primary or preparatory degree  -0.001**  -0.003***  0.000  0.001 
 (0.000)  (0.001)  (0.000)  (0.000) 
Secondary degree  0.005  0.358**  -0.081  -0.069 
 (0.104)  (0.147)  (0.102)  (0.091) 
University degree  0.502***  1.305***  -0.615***  -0.391*** 
              (0.107)  (0.122)  (0.086)  (0.075) 
Ever-married 0.792***  1.613***  -1.072***  -0.750*** 
              (0.133)  (0.144)  (0.216)  (0.107) 
Household-level characteristics:       
Nr of children aged 0-5   -0.318***  -0.482***  0.059  0.109 
              (0.085)  (0.139)  (0.104)  (0.082) 
Nr of children aged 6-14  0.006  -0.118***  0.033  0.048 
              (0.030)  (0.045)  (0.034)  (0.036) 
Presence of elderly  0.098***  -0.004  0.140***  0.088*** 
              (0.027)  (0.033)  (0.030)  (0.029) 
Average monthly non-labor income (in L.E.)  0.075  -0.086  0.069  0.122 
              (0.093)  (0.102)  (0.109)  (0.087) 
Community-level characteristics:       
Share of men with secondary degree  -0.000  -0.000  0.000  -0.000 
              (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000) 
Share of men with above secondary degree  -0.647  0.418  -1.356*  0.101 
              (0.656)  (0.637)  (0.772)  (0.651) 
Share of men working in the private sector  -1.301  -1.028  -1.449  0.426 
              (1.345)  (1.196)  (1.721)  (1.122) 
Share of men working in agriculture  -1.308*  -0.826  -1.383*  -1.434*** 
              (0.725)  (0.574)  (0.801)  (0.531) 
Share of men unemployed  0.314  -0.319  0.360  1.448*** 
              (0.282)  (0.217)  (0.391)  (0.268) 
Constant         -1.280  -5.525***  0.264  0.247 
              (1.006)  (0.973)  (0.991)  (0.634) 
        
p             0.000 0.000 0.000  0.000 
N             3372 3372 3372  3372 
        
        
* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01     
1 Endogenous binary variable (fitted values are based on the first-stage results presented in Table A.1). 
These are the coefficient estimates corresponding to column 3 (participation decision) in Table 5. Robust 


















        
Migrant household
1   -2.692**  -2.162*  -0.157  -0.434 
              (1.190)  (1.235)  (2.083)  (0.744) 
Individual-level characteristics:       
Age           0.409  -1.571  0.779  4.761*** 
              (2.161)  (1.925)  (3.794)  (0.789) 
Age squared          0.242***  0.234***  0.109**  0.023 
              (0.030)  (0.039)  (0.050)  (0.024) 
Primary or preparatory degree  -0.003***  -0.002***  -0.001*  -0.000 
 (0.000)  (0.001)  (0.001)  (0.000) 
Secondary degree  0.005  0.406***  -0.300**  -0.296*** 
 (0.096)  (0.140)  (0.122)  (0.112) 
University degree  0.985***  1.406***  -0.587***  -0.210*** 
              (0.091)  (0.135)  (0.117)  (0.082) 
Ever-married 1.298***  1.830***  -0.655***  -0.453*** 
              (0.130)  (0.147)  (0.120)  (0.126) 
Household-level characteristics:       
Nr of children aged 0-5   -0.849***  -0.591***  0.114  -0.045 
              (0.075)  (0.106)  (0.165)  (0.082) 
Nr of children aged 6-14  -0.138***  -0.173***  -0.031  0.022 
              (0.033)  (0.041)  (0.055)  (0.041) 
Presence of elderly  -0.035  -0.108***  0.076*  0.043 
              (0.033)  (0.032)  (0.041)  (0.030) 
Average monthly non-labor income (in L.E.)  -0.090  -0.022  -0.107  -0.103 
              (0.104)  (0.101)  (0.159)  (0.084) 
Community-level characteristics:       
Share of men with secondary degree  -0.000  -0.000  0.000  -0.000* 
              (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000) 
Share of men with above secondary degree  1.104**  0.658  -0.020  0.983 
              (0.529)  (0.552)  (1.072)  (0.630) 
Share of men working in the private sector  -0.269  -0.184  -0.257  -0.585 
              (0.295)  (0.307)  (0.641)  (0.406) 
Share of men working in agriculture  -1.236***  -0.975**  -0.399  -0.758 
              (0.455)  (0.428)  (0.772)  (0.485) 
Share of men unemployed  1.250**  0.154  2.262**  1.702* 
              (0.557)  (0.546)  (1.076)  (0.966) 
Constant         -4.528***  -5.604***  -3.451**  -1.003 
              (0.723)  (0.789)  (1.359)  (0.625) 
        
p             0.000 0.000 0.000  0.000 
N             4153 4153 4153  4153 
        
        
* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01     
1 Endogenous binary variable (fitted values are based on the first-stage results presented in Table A.1). 
These are the coefficient estimates corresponding to column 7 (participation decision) in Table 5. Robust 


















        
Migrant household
1 -102.692*  -20.690  -142.242*  -15.146 
              (57.556)  (61.641)  (72.598)  (13.109) 
Individual-level characteristics:      
Age           42.588  -70.120  78.957  10.477 
              (44.034)  (51.595)  (51.372)  (9.043) 
Age squared          5.392***  14.732***  0.524  -0.065 
              (1.512)  (2.486)  (1.661)  (0.360) 
Primary or preparatory degree  -0.055**  -0.175***  0.007  0.005 
 (0.021)  (0.037)  (0.024)  (0.005) 
Secondary degree  1.633  20.961**  -3.198  -0.782 
 (4.991)  (9.380)  (5.109)  (1.096) 
University degree  8.516**  78.855***  -32.175***  -5.550*** 
              (3.637)  (6.070)  (4.641)  (0.859) 
Ever-married 18.562***  95.196***  -58.814***  -10.209*** 
              (4.584)  (7.208)  (10.131)  (1.329) 
Individual-level characteristics:      
Nr of children aged 0-5   -11.571**  -30.898***  0.598  1.652* 
              (5.130)  (7.835)  (5.749)  (0.980) 
Nr of children aged 6-14  -0.263  -7.247**  1.476  0.649 
              (1.355)  (3.011)  (1.505)  (0.400) 
Presence of elderly  5.096***  -0.630  6.410***  0.993*** 
              (1.093)  (1.926)  (1.200)  (0.326) 
Average monthly non-labor income (in L.E.)  3.535  -3.606  5.145  1.430 
              (3.854)  (6.213)  (5.146)  (0.968) 
Individual-level characteristics:      
Share of men with secondary degree  -0.003  -0.013  0.004  -0.000 
              (0.007)  (0.012)  (0.009)  (0.002) 
Share of men with above secondary degree  -46.838  21.907  -61.348  -1.476 
              (32.691)  (36.974)  (39.138)  (7.052) 
Share of men working in the private sector  -75.620  -71.832  -66.264  -4.482 
              (61.550)  (68.985)  (77.939)  (14.386) 
Share of men working in agriculture  -64.513*  -44.689  -64.896  -23.602*** 
              (34.141)  (33.419)  (40.232)  (6.579) 
Share of men unemployed  6.669  -25.463**  21.119  17.140*** 
              (13.711)  (12.073)  (19.256)  (3.001) 
Constant         -67.916  -324.547***  -1.483  7.137 
              (47.019)  (54.564)  (49.941)  (8.575) 
        
p             0.000  0.000  0.000  0.000 
N             3372  3372  3372  3372 
        
        
* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01     
1 Endogenous binary variable (fitted values are based on the first-stage results presented in Table A.1). 
These are the coefficient estimates corresponding to column 3 (hours worked) in Table 5. Robust standard 

















        
Migrant household
1 -98.819  -106.387*  24.159  -20.086 
              (63.437)  (56.846)  (189.248)  (21.123) 
Individual-level characteristics:      
Age           -66.970  -100.404  8.922  123.426** 
              (107.825)  (98.400)  (339.774)  (58.430) 
Age squared          11.142***  11.756***  9.079**  0.558 
              (1.443)  (1.622)  (4.276)  (0.650) 
Primary or preparatory degree  -0.122***  -0.127***  -0.108*  -0.007 
 (0.020)  (0.023)  (0.060)  (0.010) 
Secondary degree  -1.887  18.690**  -26.004**  -7.889*** 
 (5.229)  (7.483)  (11.201)  (2.023) 
University degree  35.673***  68.939***  -51.079***  -5.476*** 
              (3.829)  (5.292)  (7.818)  (1.400) 
Ever-married 52.584***  86.666***  -55.508***  -11.819*** 
              (4.390)  (6.047)  (11.707)  (2.423) 
Household-level characteristics:      
Nr of children aged 0-5   -29.207***  -32.392***  10.980  -0.662 
              (4.043)  (4.387)  (14.092)  (2.107) 
Nr of children aged 6-14  -6.305***  -8.241***  -3.427  0.760 
              (1.724)  (1.960)  (4.773)  (0.979) 
Presence of elderly  -1.316  -5.052***  7.347**  1.010 
              (1.511)  (1.446)  (3.323)  (0.636) 
Average monthly non-labor income (in L.E.)  -1.861  -1.169  -7.777  -2.379 
              (5.143)  (5.178)  (15.118)  (2.460) 
Community-level characteristics:      
Share of men with secondary degree  -0.000  -0.003  0.018  -0.011** 
              (0.006)  (0.007)  (0.018)  (0.005) 
Share of men with above secondary degree  24.337  25.448  -25.684  25.545* 
              (26.793)  (25.133)  (94.431)  (13.678) 
Share of men working in the private sector  -2.775  -5.767  -22.856  -18.764* 
              (15.662)  (14.840)  (57.175)  (9.708) 
Share of men working in agriculture  -40.198**  -42.357**  -32.293  -22.334** 
              (19.962)  (19.369)  (66.786)  (10.731) 
Share of men unemployed  57.211**  1.912  192.586***  40.629*** 
              (28.749)  (27.649)  (71.180)  (11.030) 
Constant         -234.738***  -272.694***  -294.062***  -22.677 
              (32.056)  (33.943)  (113.886)  (15.085) 
        
p             0.000  0.000  0.000  0.000 
N             4153  4153  4153  4153 
        
        
* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01     
1 Endogenous binary variable (fitted values are based on the first-stage results presented in Table A.1). 
These are the coefficient estimates corresponding to column 7 (hours worked) in Table 5. Robust standard 














   
Individual-level characteristics:    
Age           -0.077* 
 (0.040) 
Age squared          0.001* 
              (0.001) 
Primary or preparatory degree  -0.004 
 (0.126) 
Secondary degree  0.178** 
 (0.090) 
University degree  0.109 
              (0.131) 
Ever-married -0.041 
              (0.112) 
Household-level characteristics:  
Nr of children aged 0-5   0.118*** 
              (0.034) 
Nr of children aged 6-14  0.028 
              (0.030) 
Presence of elderly  0.249*** 
              (0.089) 
Average monthly non-labor income (in L.E.)  0.000 
              (0.000) 
Community-level characteristics:  
Share of men with secondary degree  0.511 
              (0.534) 
Share of men with above secondary degree  -1.429 
              (1.132) 
Share of men working in the private sector  -0.295 
              (0.540) 
Share of men working in agriculture  0.284 
              (0.253) 
Share of men unemployed  0.923 
              (0.927) 
Share of male migrants   12.486*** 
              (1.220) 
Constant         -0.855 
              (0.846) 
   
p             0.000 
N             3,372 
   
   
* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 
These are the probit coefficient estimates used to estimate propensity 
scores when the treatment is migration irrespective of remittance receipt 
for the rural sample of women aged 20-49 (column 2, Table 5). 










   Mean  t-test 
Variable Sample  Treated  Control  t-statistic  p-value 
          
Individual-level characteristics:            
Age           Unmatched  29.979  31.018  -1.81  0.071 
              Matched  29.979  30.351  -0.48  0.631 
          
Age squared          Unmatched  967.43  1034.1  -1.74  0.081 
 Matched  967.43  991.68  -0.47  0.639 
          
Primary or preparatory degree  Unmatched  .09013  .10608  -0.77  0.443 
 Matched  .09013  .09444  -0.16  0.873 
          
Secondary degree  Unmatched  .33047  .2848  1.49  0.138 
 Matched  .33047  .31841  0.28  0.782 
                      
University degree  Unmatched  .09442  .10322  -0.43  0.670 
              Matched  .09442  .09726  -0.10  0.917 
          
Ever-married Unmatched  .8412  .85441  -0.55  0.582 
 Matched  .8412  .84621  -0.15  0.882 
                      
Household-level characteristics:            
Nr of children aged 0-5   Unmatched  1.3391  .99108  4.75  0.000 
              Matched  1.3391  1.25  0.76  0.446 
          
Nr of children aged 6-14  Unmatched  1.1717  1.0491  1.49  0.137 
 Matched  1.1717  1.1451  0.21  0.834 
                      
Presence of elderly  Unmatched  .24893  .15514  3.76  0.000 
              Matched  .24893  .22409  0.63  0.529 
          
Average monthly non-labor income (in L.E.) Unmatched  21.692  27.106  -0.45  0.655 
 Matched  21.692  20.764  0.09  0.925 
                      
Community-level characteristics:            
Share of men with secondary degree  Unmatched  .36971  .36745  0.39  0.699 
              Matched  .36971  .37038  -0.09  0.927 
             
Share of men with above secondary degree  Unmatched  .10428  .11158  -2.38  0.018 
 Matched  .10428  .10552  -0.32  0.751 
          
Share of men working in the private sector  Unmatched  .73899  .72527  1.61  0.108 
 Matched  .73899  .73755  0.12  0.903 
          
Share of men working in agriculture  Unmatched  .43406  .39367  3.17  0.002 
 Matched  .43406  .42668  0.46  0.643 
          
Share of men unemployed  Unmatched  .07865  .07355  1.36  0.173 
 Matched  .07865  .07677  0.36  0.717 
          
Share of male migrants  Unmatched  .03893  .01806  12.70  0.000 
 Matched  .03893  .03491  1.30  0.196 
          
This is based on the sample of rural women aged 20-49. Treated refers to women who lived in a migrant household 



















Kernel Epanechnikov  0.073  **  -0.047  ***  0.092  ***  0.086  ** 
   (0.034)   (0.016)    (0.030)   (0.034)   
 Normal  0.084  **  -0.049  ***  0.100  ***  0.090  *** 
   (0.034)   (0.015)    (0.030)   (0.034)   
 Biweight  0.071  **  -0.047  ***  0.091  ***  0.085  ** 
   (0.034)   (0.016)    (0.030)   (0.034)   
 Uniform  0.077  **  -0.047  ***  0.094  ***  0.087  ** 
   (0.034)   (0.016)    (0.030)   (0.034)   
 Tricube  0.071  **  -0.047  ***  0.091  ***  0.085  ** 
   (0.034)   (0.016)    (0.030)   (0.034)   
One-to-one (with ties)  0.075    -0.021    0.097  **  0.157  *** 
   (0.048)   (0.024)    (0.042)   (0.049)   
Nearest 5 neighbors  0.060    -0.052  ***  0.100  ***  0.103  *** 
   (0.037)   (0.018)    (0.032)   (0.038)   
Radius Caliper=0.001  0.076  **  -0.060  ***  0.103  ***  0.116  *** 
   (0.038)   (0.019)    (0.033)   (0.039)   
 Caliper=0.005 0.062   -0.060  ***  0.095  ***  0.099  ** 
   (0.040)    (0.020)    (0.034)   (0.041)   
 Caliper=0.0001  0.031   -0.057  ** 0.077  ** 0.107  ** 
      (0.045)     (0.024)     (0.037)     (0.047)    










Kernel  Epanechnikov  -0.064 *  -0.076 **  -0.024 *  -0.002   
    (0.039)   (0.031)   (0.014)   (0.027)   
  Normal  -0.061   -0.078 **  -0.018   0.015   
    (0.039)   (0.031)   (0.014)   (0.027)   
  Biweight  -0.066 *  -0.076 **  -0.026 *  -0.007   
    (0.039)   (0.031)   (0.014)   (0.027)   
  Uniform  -0.063   -0.077 **  -0.021   0.005   
    (0.039)   (0.031)   (0.014)   (0.027)   
  Tricube  -0.066 *  -0.076 **  -0.026 *  -0.007   
    (0.039)   (0.031)   (0.014)   (0.027)   
One-to-one  (with  ties)  -0.043   -0.046   -0.051 *  -0.033   
    (0.057)   (0.046)   (0.028)   (0.041)   
Nearest 5 neighbors  -0.089  **  -0.085  **  -0.038  **  -0.021   
    (0.043)   (0.035)   (0.017)   (0.030)   
Radius caliper=0.001  -0.086  **  -0.078 **  -0.043 ***  -0.033   
    (0.040)   (0.032)   (0.015)   (0.027)   
  caliper=0.0005  -0.076 *  -0.071 **  -0.043 ***  -0.042   
    (0.041)   (0.033)    (0.016)    (0.027)  
 caliper=0.0001  -0.069   -0.068  * -0.026    -0.014   
    (0.045)   (0.036)   (0.016)   (0.029)  
* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 









Rural Sample, Women 20-49, Treatment is migration irrespective of remittance receipt 





















95th  0.025  448  0.175  0.791  **  -0.218   -0.468   -0.105  
       (0.378)    (0.303)   (0.395)    (0.403)  
90th  0.087  645  0.193  0.411    0.046   0.409  *  -0.017  
       (0.269)    (0.191)   (0.221)    (0.266)  
75th
3  0.053  1170  0.139  0.620  **  0.054   0.412  **  -0.114  
       (0.247)    (0.159)   (0.207)    (0.250)  
50th  0.010  2000  0.104  0.301   0.118   -0.080   -0.220  
            (0.308)     (0.187)     (0.261)     (0.310)    
                     
Urban Sample, Women 20-49, Treatment is migration irrespective of remittance receipt 





















95th  0.032  533  0.107  -0.956   -0.821   0.386   0.064  
        (0.778)   (0.708)   (0.623)   (0.635)  
90th  0.024  751  0.069  -0.612   -1.113   0.618   1.250  
        (1.060)   (1.003)   (0.637)   (0.893)  
75th
3  0.017  1359  0.029  0.758   -1.035   0.859   2.036  ** 
        (1.497)   (1.275)   (0.650)   (1.004)   
50th  0.010  2394  0.002  2.608   -23.658   19.168   23.440  
            (25.368)     (39.357)     (37.251)     (49.050)    
                     
* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01   
 
1 Proportion of compliers refers to the proportion of the sample whose migration status changes from 0 to 1 when the IV 
changes from zmin to zmax. LATE is estimated only for compliers 
2IV is the share of adult men in community who are migrants. Lower cutoff on IV is always set to the 10th percentile, 
which is 0.001for the rural sample and .0023 for the urban sample. 
3This is the base scenario presented in the body of the paper 
Standard errors are in parentheses.   
 